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Non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs) in response to the COVID-19 pandemic

necessitated a trade-off between the health impacts of viral spread and the social and

economic costs of restrictions [1–4]. We conduct a cost-effectiveness analysis of NPI

policies enacted at the state level in the United States in 2020. Although school

closures reduced viral transmission, their social impact in terms of student learning

loss was too costly, depriving the nation of $2 trillion (USD2020), conservatively,

in future GDP [2, 3, 5]. Moreover, this marginal trade-off between school closure

and COVID deaths was not inescapable: a combination of other measures would

have been enough to maintain similar or lower mortality rates without incurring

such profound learning loss. Optimal policies involve consistent implementation of

mask mandates, public test availability, contact tracing, social distancing orders, and

reactive workplace closures, with no closure of schools beyond the usual 16 weeks of

break per year. Their use would have reduced the gross impact of the pandemic in

the US in 2020 from $4.6 trillion to $1.9 trillion and, with high probability, saved over

100,000 lives. Our results also highlight the need to address the substantial global

learning deficit incurred during the pandemic [2, 6].
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1 Introduction

In the year prior to the arrival of COVID vaccines and other pharmaceutical interventions,

non-pharmaceutical interventions (NPIs)—including school and workplace closures, social

distancing, masking, testing, and contact tracing—were the primary tools for mitigating

the spread of SARS-CoV-2. The use of NPIs posed significant challenges to decision-

makers at every level of government, who were forced to make difficult and consequential

real-time decisions with limited data and amidst contentious political debate [7]. While

they substantially reduced viral transmission, extended lockdowns had severe deleterious

social and economic consequences globally—including disrupted economic output, job loss,

and student learning loss [1, 6]—on top of the already staggering health impacts of the

pandemic. These impacts—health, economic, and social—were felt disproportionately by

marginalized populations [1, 2, 8].

To address the NPI planning problem in a principled way, we develop a statistical deci-

sion framework and conduct a cost-effectiveness analysis of non-pharmaceutical intervention

policies enacted at the state level in the United States in 2020. Our analysis is composed

of three steps. We first build a Bayesian epidemiological model estimating SARS-CoV-2

prevalence and transmission rates in each state over time based on prior work leverag-

ing random sample testing surveys to debias clinical COVID data [9]. We next estimate

the effects of NPIs on viral transmission in all states jointly using a Bayesian hierarchical

regression model controlling for temporal autocorrelation and endogenous behavioral re-

sponses linked to fear of infection. Finally, we couple these estimates with monetary costs

associated with the social, economic, and health consequences of infection and NPIs drawn

from the literature in order to quantitatively evaluate the efficacy and gross impacts of the

policy schedules implemented during the pandemic and to derive strategies that optimally

navigate the trade-off between restrictions and viral spread.

The literature studying non-pharmaceutical interventions in response to COVID-19

and past pandemics is vast. Brodeur et al. [10] and Bloom et al. [11] provide reviews
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of the economics literature. Our work is most closely related to studies: estimating as-

sociations and inferring causal effects of NPIs on viral transmission [12–15]; quantifying

the gross health and economic impacts of pandemics and the associated policy response

[4, 16–21]; and modeling the (optimal) control of epidemics and the cost-effectiveness of

non-pharmaceutical interventions appearing in the economics [22–27] and public health lit-

erature [28–34]. Throughout the text, we highlight how the results of our models compare

to these studies.

We build upon this body of work to address gaps limiting its value in informing pol-

icy. Firstly, we study the optimal control of a pandemic using statistical decision theory.

We take a data-driven approach to the NPI decision process, estimating and accounting

for uncertainty in key parameters, including viral prevalence, reproduction numbers, and

the effects of NPIs and other endogenous and exogenous factors on transmission rates. In

particular, we produce probabilistic estimates of SARS-CoV-2 prevalence over time, which

are necessary to properly account for the magnitude and uncertainty of costs associated

with infections. Our model is able to capture the complex and stochastic temporal trends

of SARS-CoV-2 transmission (e.g., multiple waves, super-spreader events, the introduction

of new infections via travel, and random fluctuations) which can be missed by standard

deterministic epidemiological models. This allows us to define and evaluate realistic coun-

terfactual scenarios under different NPI policies conditional on what was observed during

the pandemic. Given the largely unpredictable nature of SARS-CoV-2 transmission, we

find that the structure of the optimal NPI strategy is remarkably simple and consistent

across time and space, with the planner required to respond to COVID dynamics in real

time to a minimal degree.

Secondly, we model the costs and effects on viral transmission of multiple specific NPIs.

Some previous studies have considered a limited toolkit, focusing on a minimal collection of

interventions, such as a single catch-all “social distancing”, “containment”, or “lockdown”

policy [22–24, 26, 27, 30, 34]. This can fail to identify the most effective policies, as we

generally have a range of tools at our disposal, and NPIs are known to be more effective in
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combination [28, 31, 32, 35]. Furthermore, if we consider only a single instrument, we may

erroneously conclude that its implementation is cost-effective because we implicitly assume

that other policies are not available. As we discuss in Section B, the cost-effectiveness of any

single intervention is context-specific and depends on the other policy options. We consider

a comprehensive set of 11 non-pharmaceutical interventions. As such, our findings refine

the broad qualitative guidance drawn from prior studies in the context of COVID-19—

e.g., that “lockdown” is cost-effective and optimal when implemented early and stringently

[26]. By evaluating a range of NPIs, we can disaggregate policies to conclude that testing,

tracing, masking, reactive workplace closure, and social distancing measures (not including

extended school closure) combine to form an optimal cost-effective strategy.

Thirdly, unlike many studies assessing the economic impact of school closure during

pandemics, we factor in costs associated with student learning loss [31–34]. Many studies

quantify the total cost of school closure as a sum of direct costs arising from lost produc-

tivity of school staff and workplace absenteeism of parents or childcare costs resulting from

students staying home. However, the indirect costs of school closure are substantial. Stu-

dents suffering acute learning loss go on to become less skilled and less productive members

of the workforce, which in turn leads to future losses in personal income and national GDP

[5]. We account for the net present value of these future losses to society, which can be very

large, based on estimates of the cost of learning loss from the education economics literature

[3, 5, 36] and recent estimates of the amount of learning loss accrued during COVID-19

school closures [2]. Considering other indirect costs, we note that: school disruptions and

decreases in educational attainment may be associated with various negative health out-

comes among students, including depression, anxiety, and decreased life expectancy [37,

38];1 and school closures can cause significant healthcare worker absenteeism, potentially

negating some or all of the mortality benefits from school-closure-related reductions in

SARS-CoV-2 transmission [40, 41]. Regarding the former, we do not account for potential

1Similarly, there is some evidence that COVID-19 restrictions are associated with increases in drug
overdose fatalities [39]. Nevertheless, as with school closures (and for the same reasons), we do not take
into account potential physical and mental health costs related to other NPI policies. We discuss this
further in Section 4.
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downstream physical and mental health costs of school closures as comprehensive causal

links and quantitative estimates have not been established. Regarding the latter, we do

not account for health impacts related to healthcare personnel absenteeism as quantifying

their cost is challenging. For these and other reasons, which we discuss in more detail in

Section 2.4.3, we believe that our accounting of the costs of school closure is conservative.

In our review of the literature, we found only two cost-benefit analyses of school closure

that account for learning loss [25, 30]. Studying pandemic flu, Xue et al. [30] find that

school closures are not cost-effective for mild strains (such as the 2009 H1N1 virus), but

they generate net benefits in the context of more severe pandemics, such as the 1918 Spanish

flu. Similarly, studying historical outbreaks of influenza, gastroenteritis, and chickenpox

in France, Adda [25] determines that school closures were not cost-effective, but that they

would become beneficial for slightly more lethal epidemics. Notably, Xue et al. [30] model

school closure in isolation, i.e., they do not consider the availability of other interventions,

and Adda [25] considers only school and public transport closure. Their results concur

with a number of other studies (not accounting for learning loss) finding that extended

school closures are cost-effective for severe pandemics [32, 42–45]. To the contrary, we

demonstrate that COVID-19 school closures were not cost-effective.2

Additional methodological contributions of our approach include a novel zero-inflated

negative binomial model that flexibly captures well-known reporting idiosyncrasies and

over-dispersion in clinical COVID data. As a result, our method eliminates the need for

ad hoc data cleaning and smoothing procedures that can complicate the analysis pipeline,

yield poorly calibrated prediction intervals, and potentially bias transmission rate estimates

based on over-smoothed data. Furthermore, we implement a two-stage modeling procedure

that first estimates the time-varying effective reproduction number in each US state indi-

vidually, followed by a joint hierarchical model across states that estimates pooled effects of

2While we find that extended school closure is not cost-effective, a relevant (and potentially cost-
effective) counterfactual would have been a reactive school closure of limited duration at the beginning of
the pandemic (i.e., spring of 2020) compensated by an extended school year stretching into the summer.
Such a strategy would not have incurred student learning loss; it would have merely shifted the summer
break toward spring to allow for an urgent response to the initial outbreak.
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NPIs on transmission dynamics. This approach allows for efficient Bayesian computation

by parallelizing model fits across states. While our results are specific to the COVID-19

pandemic, our methods can be used more widely to evaluate public health interventions

against infectious disease.

Outline of the text. Section 2 details our methodology, including specifics of the data

and implementation, the construction of our models, and the elicitation of costs associated

to infections and NPIs. Section 3 reports the baseline results of our models and compares

our results to others in the literature. Section 4 provides concluding remarks and discusses

qualifications and limitations of our methodology. The Appendix contains the results of

our sensitivity analysis and discusses implications of our methodology and results for the

use of incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICERs) in infectious disease.

2 Methods

2.1 Data and implementation

Data availability. All data used are publicly available. We obtained U.S. state-level

daily counts of confirmed COVID cases and deaths in 2020 from the COVID-19 Data

Repository by the Center for Systems Science and Engineering (CSSE) at Johns Hopkins

University (JHU) [46]. If a negative number of deaths or cases were reported on a given

day—often due to retroactive changes in the reported cumulative death or case count for

record deduplication or changes in data reporting by the state government—we assume

that the cumulative death (case) count on that day was the correct one and set the number

of deaths (cases) incident on prior days to zero until the overall cumulative count is non-

decreasing. We begin modeling viral transmission in each state 21 days prior to the first

day on which more than one death is reported.

We obtained state-level government NPI policies reported daily from the Oxford COVID-

19 Government Response Tracker (OxCGRT) [47]. In converting the ordinal policy levels
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to numerical values, we followed OxCGRT’s methodology for calculating indices, in which

ordinal levels are equally spaced numerically and a targeted (as opposed to general) inter-

vention is treated as a half-step between ordinal levels. We rescale each policy value to lie

between 0 and 1, with 1 denoting the most stringent policy. If a policy is not recorded on

a given day, we set its value to that on the previous day on which the policy was recorded,

or we set it to zero if at the beginning of the study period. We average daily policy values

at the weekly level for our NPI regression model.

We obtained state-level counts of SARS-CoV-2 PCR tests administered on each day

from the COVID Tracking Project [48]. We obtained daily average surface temperature

data for the largest city in each state using the Meteostat Python package [49].

Code availability. Data cleaning was conducted in R and Python. All models were fit

in R using the CmdStanR package, with MCMC convergence assessed using the diagnostics

provided therein [50, 51]. We used the optimParallel R package for NPI policy optimization

[52]. To determine the optimal NPI strategy in each state based on the cost function

outlined in Section 2.4, we used a combination of 8 random and hand-specified parameter

initializations and kept the policy yielding the smallest value of the cost function. In

practice, we find that the results of the optimization are robust to the initial parameters,

which is reflected in our results. Code to reproduce our analysis will be made available at

https://github.com/njirons/covidOC.

2.2 Bayesian epidemiological model

We begin by describing the Bayesian epidemiological model used to estimate SARS-CoV-2

prevalence and transmission rates in each US state in 2020. In our two-stage estimation

procedure, we first fit this epidemiological model to each state separately. Next, the time-

varying basic reproduction numbers R0(t) output by the model in each state are fed into the

Bayesian hierarchical regression model described below in Section 2.3 in which we jointly

model transmission rates in all states as a function of NPIs.

7
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Figure 1: Graphical models.

2.2.1 SEIRD model

Our discrete-time Bayesian Susceptible-Exposed-Infectious-Removed-Deceased (SEIRD)

model builds on the model of Irons & Raftery [9], which was used to estimate state-level

SARS-CoV-2 prevalence in the first year of the pandemic based on reported cases, deaths,

tests, and random testing surveys.

For a given US state, let S(t) denote the proportion of susceptible people in the state

on day t, E(t) the proportion exposed but not yet infectious, I(t) the proportion infectious,

RS(t) the proportion recovered (survivors no longer infectious), RD(t) the proportion no

longer infectious who will eventually succumb to the disease, and D(t) the proportion

decedent. These quantities evolve in time according to the equations

S(t+ 1)− S(t) = −β(t)S(t)I(t)

E(t+ 1)− E(t) = β(t)S(t)I(t)− δE(t)

I(t+ 1)− I(t) = δE(t)− γI(t)

RS(t+ 1)−RS(t) = γ(1− ι)I(t)

RD(t+ 1)−RD(t) = γ · ιI(t)− µRD(t)

D(t+ 1)−D(t) = µRD(t).

(2.1)

A graphical model of this process is depicted in Figure 1a.

Members of the population move from susceptible to exposed after contact with an

infectious person with rate β(t), which is allowed to vary in time to account for variation
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in exposure due to social distancing and other factors. Following the latent period (with

duration δ−1), exposed people become infectious and are subsequently removed at rate γ,

at which point they no longer infect others. A proportion ι (the infection fatality rate,

or IFR) of removed individuals die from COVID at temporal rate µ, and the rest remain

alive.

As a simplifying approximation, our model assumes a conserved population, i.e., there

are no births and no deaths due to competing risks:

S(t) + E(t) + I(t) +RS(t) +RD(t) +D(t) = N

for all times t, where N is the state’s total population. Note that the time-varying basic

reproduction number R0(t) and effective reproduction number Re(t), which describe rates of

transmission in the initial and current population, respectively, are given by R0(t) = β(t)/γ

and Re(t) = S(t)R0(t).

We assume that γ−1, the average length in days of the infectious period, is determined by

the disease and constant over time. We make the same assumption for the other biological

parameters introduced above. In particular, while the IFR ι can realistically change over

time, e.g., due to vaccination, the time period of our study focuses on viral transmission

prior to widespread vaccine administration and circulation of novel SARS-CoV-2 strains

with differential virulence. Estimates of the IFR over time in England based on regular

random testing of the population found that, while the IFR did fluctuate in 2020, it hovered

around 0.67% [53]. This is consistent with the IFR estimated in a systematic meta-analysis

in 2020 [54], with the results of Irons & Raftery [9], and with our estimates discussed in

Section 3.

As another simplifying approximation, our model does not account for waning immunity

and reinfection, as acquired immunity was relatively long-lasting and reinfection within the

first year of the pandemic was rare [55–64]. As those with prior infection were subject to

a lower risk of death, this simplification circumvents the need to model the reduced IFR

among reinfections.
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Regarding prior specification, R0(t) is given a scaled beta-distributed random walk

structure. We assume that R0(t) is constant during each week and, in an abuse of notation,

write R0(w(t)) to mean the value of R0 in week w(t) to which day t belongs. We have

R0(w + 1)/Rmax
0 ∼ Beta(σ2

RR0(w)/R
max
0 , σ2

R(1−R0(w)/R
max
0 )),

R0(0) ∼ Uniform(0, Rmax
0 ),

π(log σ2
R) ∝ 1.

The prior on R0(w + 1) is centered at R0(w). We place a flat improper prior on the

log-transformed scale parameter log σ2
R. We take Rmax

0 = 6.5 to be the upper bound for

the transmission rate based on [65]. We place a flat Dirichlet prior on the initial SEIRD

components:

S(0) = (1− p) + p · x0(S),

E(0) = p · x0(E),

I(0) = p · x0(I),

RS(0) = p · (x0(R) + x0(D))(1− ι),

RD(0) = p · x0(R) · ι,

D(0) = p · x0(D) · ι,

(x0(S), x0(E), x0(I), x0(R), x0(D)) ∼ Dirichlet(1, 1, 1, 1, 1),

Here p = 0.05 is the upper bound on the proportion of the population potentially infected

at or before time 0 (the first day of the study period). The remaining parameters are

detailed in Table 1. We specify state-specific priors for the IFR using a normal distribution

truncated to the unit interval based on the posterior median and 95% credible interval

reported by Irons & Raftery [9]:

ιs ∼ Normal[0,1](ι̂s, σ̂s).

Here ι̂s is the posterior median IFR in state s and σ̂s is obtained by dividing the width of
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Table 1: Epidemiological parameters. All times are in days.

Parameter Value Reference

δ−1: Mean duration of latent pe-
riod

5.5 Xin et al. [66]
Linton et al. [67]
Lauer et al. [68]
Gallo et al. [69]
Wu et al. [70]

γ−1: Mean duration of infectious
period

5.0 Hakki et al. [71]

µ−1: Mean time to death after re-
moval

10.5 Linton et al. [67]
Byrne et al. [72]

τD: Mean time from exposure to
death

21.0 Ward & Johnsen [73]

ιs: State-specific IFR Varying Irons & Raftery [9]
Rmax

0 : Upper bound on R0(t) 6.5 Liu et al. [65]
Mean time from case reporting to
death

8.053 Jin [74]

Standard deviation in time from
case reporting to death

4.116 Jin [74]

the 95% credible interval by 4 (the “range over 4” rule).

2.2.2 Likelihood on deaths

In a given U.S. state, let d(t) and c(t) denote the number of COVID deaths and cases

recorded in the state on day t, as recorded the JHU CSSE [46]. To account for measurement

error, idiosyncratic reporting, and overdispersion in viral transmission [75–80], we use a

zero-inflated negative binomial model on d(t) and c(t). Many states inconsistently reported

cases and deaths, often taking breaks over weekends and holidays, resulting in numerous

spurious zeros in the data. We address this by assuming that any deaths or cases occurring

on such a day are reported on the first subsequent day of accurate reporting.

Specifically, let Zt indicate the event that the number of deaths occurring on day t is in-

correctly reported as 0. We assume that the Zt are independent and identically distributed

with P (Zt = 1) = θD. We know that Zt = 0 on days with reported deaths (d(t) > 0)

and our model conditions on this knowledge. Assume t0 < t0 + k are days with d(t0) > 0

and d(t) = 0 for all t ∈ (t0, t0 + k]. Note that some of the zeros on days t ∈ (t0, t0 + k]

11
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could be due to misreporting, whereas others could be accurate reporting days on which

zero deaths actually occurred. We marginalize over the unknown random variables Zt for

t ∈ (t0, t0 + k] conditional on the assumptions that: the reported deaths d(t0) are centered

at mD(t0) = NµRD(t0), the true number of deaths on day t0; in expectation, any deaths

occurring on misreporting days are reported on the next day of accurate reporting. Under

these assumptions, the underlying mean of observed cases d(t0+k) conditional on Zt0+k = 0

is, after marginalizing over Zt, t ∈ (t0, t0 + k),

mD(t0 + k) = E[d(t0 + k)|Zt0+k = 0]

= E

mD(t0 + k) +
∑

t∈(t0,t0+k)

ZtmD(t)


=

k−1∑
t=0

mD(t0 + k − t)θtD.

The likelihood on observed deaths is then given by the following zero-inflated negative

binomial:

P (d(t) = d | mD(t), κD(t), θD) =


θD + (1− θD) · NegBin2(0, κD(t)

−1), d = 0,

(1− θD) · NegBin2(mD(t), κD(t)
−1), d > 0,

(2.2)

where NegBin2(µ, τ) is parametrized to have mean µ and variance µ+ µ2/τ . We allow the

overdispersion parameter κD(t) to depend on the mean as follows:

κD(t)
−1 = κ−1

D (ζDmD(t) + (1− ζD)) ,

where ζD ∈ [0, 1] is a proportion parameter and κD ∈ (0,∞). We use Uniform(0, 1) priors

on θD and ζD and a flat improper prior π(log κD) ∝ 1. Finally, with d̃(0) representing the

cumulative deaths reported prior to the start of the modeling window, we use the likelihood

d̃(0) ∼ Poisson(N · (RD(0) +D(0))).

This model flexibly interpolates between a count distribution with a linear mean-

variance relationship (as with the overdispersed Poisson) when ζD = 0 and a quadratic
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mean-variance relationship (as with the usual negative binomial) when ζD = 1. We found

that this modification was necessary to accurately capture dispersion in clinical data across

a range of states. In some states, such as Ohio and Indiana, a standard Poisson was suf-

ficient to produce well-calibrated posterior predictive distributions. In most other states,

such as Texas and Florida, a negative binomial was required. Finally, there were some

states, such as New York, in which Poisson predictive intervals were too narrow and neg-

ative binomial intervals were too wide, while predictive intervals derived from the model

(2.2) were much better calibrated. Our model (2.2) can handle all of these cases. Figure

2 demonstrates the model’s fit to COVID data in Alaska, which exhibit large and time-

varying patterns of overdispersion and zero-inflation. The mean mD(t) of the likelihood on

deaths provides a much smoother representation of the data and depicts more consistent

trends in transmission reflected in the case data.

2.2.3 Likelihood on cases

Let ν(t) = Nβ(t)S(t)I(t) denote the number of new infections in the state on day t. We

relate the true prevalence ν(t) to the number of cases c(t) reported on each day using a

compartmental model that accounts for time-varying imperfect case ascertainment and de-

lays between exposure and case confirmation via testing. We define a “number of infections

waiting to be confirmed” compartment IC(t) satisfying

IC(t+ 1) = IC(t)(1− τ) + CAR(t+ 1)ν(t+ 1),

where τ−1 is the expected delay in days from infection to case confirmation and CAR(t)

is the case ascertainment rate on day t. We use a truncated normal prior on the case

confirmation delay based on [74]:

τ ∼ N[τD−8.053−1.96·4.116,τD](τD − 8.053, 4.116),

14



where τD is the mean total time from infection to death

τD = δ−1 + γ−1 + µ−1 = 21.0.

The underlying mean mC(t) of c(t) on misreporting days t = t0 + k is analogous to that

for deaths, mD(t), with the expected number of deaths on accurately reported days t0,

NµRD(t0), replaced by the expected number of infections confirmed on day t0, τIC(t0):

mC(t0) = τIC(t0),

mC(t0 + k) =
k−1∑
t=0

mC(t0 + k − t)θtC .

The zero-inflated negative binomial likelihood is then

P (c(t) = c | mC(t), κC(t), θC) =


θC + (1− θC) · NegBin2(0;mC(t), κC(t)

−1), c = 0,

(1− θC) · NegBin2(c;mC(t), κC(t)
−1), c > 0,

κC(t)
−1 = κ−1

C (ζCmC(t) + (1− ζC)) .

We use Uniform(0, 1) priors on θC and ζC and flat improper priors π(log κC) ∝ 1 and

π(log IC(0)) ∝ 1. We place a beta-distributed random walk prior on case ascertainment

rates:

CAR(0) ∼ Uniform(0, 1),

CAR(t+ 1) ∼ Beta(σ2
CARCAR(t), σ

2
CAR(1− CAR(t))),

π(log σ2
CAR) ∝ 1.

2.3 Effects of NPIs on SARS-CoV-2 transmission

We now turn to the regression model linking NPI policies to the dynamics of viral trans-

mission. Our main source of data is OxCGRT, which aggregates and continuously updates

national and subnational government policy responses to the pandemic at the daily level

starting from January 1, 2020 [47]. The database tracks a range of containment and clo-
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sure, economic, health, and vaccination indicators with numerical values corresponding

to the strength of the response on each day. Our transmission regression model focuses

on the following 11 policy indicators: school closure, workplace closure, public event can-

cellation, restrictions on gatherings, public transport closure, stay-at-home requirements,

restrictions on internal movement, public information campaigns, testing, contact tracing,

and facial covering policies.3 To account for potential seasonality of SARS-CoV-2 trans-

mission [82–84], we also included average daily temperature measurements reported for

the largest population centers in each state, accessed using Meteostat Python [49], as a

covariate. However, models with temperature as a covariate were excluded based on model

selection carried out via leave-one-out cross validation (LOO-CV) [85].

For each US state s, we define u(s)(t), an 11-dimensional vector with entries in the

interval [0, 1] denoting the strength of each NPI implemented on day t. So u
(s)
k (t) = 0

represents no restrictions associated to the kth NPI on day t (e.g., no school closure),

whereas u
(s)
k (t) = 1 represents the strictest restrictions (e.g., full school closure). NPI

implementation during the pandemic was highly correlated, which poses a challenge to

teasing apart the effects of individual NPIs on SARS-CoV-2 transmission. We utilize a

Bayesian hierarchical model (BHM) to jointly model the time-varying basic reproduction

number R
(s)
0 (w) in each US state s as a function of NPIs using the output from the first stage

of estimation described in Section 2.2. The BHM leverages spatiotemporal variation in NPI

implementation over time across states in order to estimate their effects. It allows for spatial

heterogeneity in NPI effects (e.g., due to differential adherence to government mandates)

while enabling identification via partial pooling of information across the country.

2.3.1 Propagating uncertainty

Let D denote the observed case and death data, U the NPI data, S the SEIRD model

parameters, and θ the NPI regression model parameters. Our two-stage estimation proce-

3Notably, our model does not include international travel restrictions because: they were a policy held
constant in place over time for most of 2020 (hindering identification of their effect on transmission); they
were a federal policy (not relevant for state-level decision-making); and they were shown not to be very
effective in reducing transmission, only delaying introduction of the virus for a few days [81].
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dure appropriately propagates uncertainty such that the resulting estimates approximate

the posterior distribution π(θ|D,U) that would be obtained from combining the epidemio-

logical and regression stages into a single model. Indeed, we have

π(θ|D,U) =
∫

π(θ,S|D,U)dS

=

∫
π(θ|S,D,U)π(S|D,U)dS

=

∫
π(θ|S,D,U)π(S|D)dS

(SEIRD parameters can be inferred from clinical data D alone)

≈ 1

M

M∑
i=1

π(θ|S(i),D,U),

where S(i) denotes the ith of M posterior trajectories of the SEIRD parameters (e.g., the

time-varying basic reproduction number R
(s)
0 (w) in each state s) derived from the first-

stage transmission model posterior π(S|D). Here we use M = 100 randomly sampled

trajectories of R
(s)
0 (w), which define the dependent variable in the NPI regression model.

For each i = 1, . . . ,M we generate samples from the NPI model posterior π(θ|S(i),D,U).

We then aggregate these samples to obtain our final estimate of the full posterior π(θ|D,U).

2.3.2 NPI regression model

Our regression model targeting the posterior π(θ|S,D,U) expresses the time-varying basic

reproduction number R
(s)
0 (w) in each state s and week w as a log-linear function of the

NPIs implemented in that week, u(s)(w), where we obtain weekly values for the NPIs by

averaging over days. To account for the endogenous behavioral response to the fear of

infection, we also control for the expected population proportion of deaths D̃(s)(w − 1),
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Figure 3: Time-varying transmission rates in four states. In black, the MAP trajectory
output by the epidemiological model. In dark and light blue, respectively, the 50% and
90% credible intervals of the posterior predictive distribution from the NPI model fitted to
this trajectory.

removals R̃(s)(w − 1), and infections Ĩ(s)(w − 1) incident in the prior week:

Ĩ(s)(w − 1) =
∑

t:w(t)=w−1

δE(s)(t),

R̃(s)(w − 1) =
∑

t:w(t)=w−1

γI(s)(t),

D̃(s)(w − 1) =
∑

t:w(t)=w−1

µR
(s)
D (t).
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We consider three models: (i) only controlling for deaths D̃(s)(w − 1); (ii) controlling for

removals R̃(s)(w− 1) and deaths D̃(s)(w− 1); and (iii) controlling for infections Ĩ(s)(w− 1),

removals R̃(s)(w − 1), and deaths D̃(s)(w − 1). Given the delay in case confirmation,

model (ii), in which individual behavior responds to deaths and removals but not infections

incident in the prior week, may be preferred on theoretical grounds. Nevertheless, our

qualitative findings are consistent across models, with the main distinction being that

controlling for more effects tends to attenuate the effect of school closure on transmission

rates.

For notational convenience, we first define the linear predictor

log R̂
(s)
0 (w) := logR

(s)
0 + β(s)

u · u(s)(w)

+ β
(s)
I Ĩ(s)(w − 1) + β

(s)
R R̃(s)(w − 1) + β

(s)
D D̃(s)(w − 1),

where R
(s)
0 is the initial state-specific basic reproduction number under no restrictions, β

(s)
u

is a vector of state-specific random NPI effects of size p = 11, β
(s)
D denotes the random

effect of deaths, and similarly for β
(s)
I , β

(s)
R . Models (i) and (ii) assume β

(s)
I = β

(s)
R = 0 and

β
(s)
I = 0, respectively. Our final model on the observed transmission rate R

(s)
0 (w), which is

output by the SEIRD model, also includes an autoregressive component:

logR
(s)
0 (w) = log R̂

(s)
0 (w) + φ

(
logR

(s)
0 (w − 1)− log R̂

(s)
0 (w − 1)

)
+ ε(s)(w), (2.3)

where φ is the AR(1) parameter4 and ε(s)(w) is a Student-t distributed error term with νε

degrees of freedom:

ε(s)(w) ∼ Student-t(νε, σ
2
ε).

The error terms account for unpredictable and heavy-tailed exogenous shocks that may

have sustained effects on transmission (as modeled through the AR(1) term), such as the

start of a new wave due to a super-spreader event or the introduction of new infections

from an external source (e.g., due to travel into the state). The use of Student-t distributed

errors ensures that the regression model is robust to outliers, which prevents overfitting the

4We considered AR(q) models for q = 1, 2, 3. We selected q = 1 via LOO-CV.
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effects of NPIs to the transmission data. We use a flat improper prior on log νε and find

that the posterior of νε concentrates between 2 and 3, indicating that a heavy-tailed error

distribution is appropriate.

We control for deaths D̃, removals R̃, and infections Ĩ incident in the prior week fol-

lowing the identification strategy of a number of other studies estimating the causal effects

of NPIs [15, 45, 86–91]. The existence of substantial voluntary social distancing and its

pronounced economic effects in the US and elsewhere have been well-documented in numer-

ous empirical analyses [15, 86, 92–99] and derived from first principles in macroeconomic

modeling [22, 23, 100, 101]. In response to SARS-CoV-2 outbreaks, people began social

distancing (and, potentially, other protective measures, e.g., mask-wearing) prior to the

onset of restrictions and subsequently increased social activity separate from the lifting

of restrictions. As a result, declines in mobility, consumer spending, and hours worked

cannot be fully attributed to the effects of NPI policies [102, 103]. Including prior deaths,

removals, and infections as covariates in the regression model accounts for changes in pro-

tective behaviors by individuals responding to the risk of infection.5

Figure 1b depicts a directed acyclic graph (DAG) representing our causal model for the

outcome R0(w) in each week. We suppress the state s for compactness of notation. Deaths,

removals, and infections incident in week w − 1 may affect the policy response u(w) and

the transmission rate R0(w) in the following week, with the latter effect representing the

endogenous behavioral response (including social distancing and other protective measures)

to the fear of infection. The transmission rate R0(w) is also a function of NPI policies

u(w) and exogenous shocks ε(1 : w) := {ε(v) : v = 1, . . . , w}. We allow for past shocks

ε(1 : w− 1) to affect past deaths, removals, and infections and the current policy response

u(w). In our regression model (2.3), the lagged and attenuating effect of past shocks on

the transmission rate is captured by the AR(1) term:

φ
(
logR

(s)
0 (w − 1)− log R̂

(s)
0 (w − 1)

)
=

w−1∑
v=1

φw−vε(s)(v).

5This model was selected by LOO-CV among models controlling for both deaths and cases in the past
x weeks, where x was fixed at 1, 2, 4, 6, 8, 10, 12, 16 and also allowed to vary as a parameter in the model.
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Given the DAG 1b, we see that controlling for (Ĩ(w − 1), R̃(w − 1), D̃(w − 1)) and ε(1 :

w − 1)—as we do in (2.3)—blocks all back-door paths from u(w) to R0(w). As such, the

effect of NPIs is identified in this model following the back-door criterion [104].

Regarding prior specification for the regression (2.3), we use a hierarchical model for

the state-specific coefficients θ(s) = (β
(s)
u , β

(s)
I , β

(s)
R , β

(s)
D , R

(s)
0 ) ∈ Rp+4, which enables partial

pooling of information. With θ denoting the global pooled effects, we have

θ(s) ∼ Normal(θ, V )

p∏
k=1

I
(
θ(s)(k) ≤ 0

)
, (2.4)

V = D(λ)ΩD(λ),

Ω ∼ LKJ(ζ = 1),

λ(j) ∼ Student-t[0,∞)(0, 2.5
2, 3), j = 1, . . . , p+ 4,

σε ∼ Student-t[0,∞)(0, 2.5
2, 3),

π(log νε) ∝ 1,

φ ∼ Uniform(−1, 1).

The truncated normal prior (2.4) on the state-level random effects θ(s) assumes that they

are centered around the pooled effects θ and that NPIs cannot increase the transmission

rate (θ(s)(k) ≤ 0), in line with the results of numerous studies estimating the effects of NPIs

[12–14, 96, 105–110]. For the remaining parameters, we use the default prior specification

for multilevel models used in the brms R package [111]. The covariance matrix V of the

random effects is decomposed as the product of a correlation matrix Ω given an LKJ prior

with parameter ζ = 1 (specifying a uniform prior on correlation matrices), and a diagonal

matrix D(λ) with entries λ(j) given Student-t priors with 3 degrees of freedom truncated

to be non-negative. The error standard deviation σε is given the same truncated Student-t

prior. The log degrees of freedom (log νε) for the Student-t error terms ε(s)(w) is given a

flat improper prior. The AR(1) parameter φ is given a Uniform(−1, 1) prior.
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2.4 Evaluating and optimizing costs

The SEIRD equations (2.1) combined with the NPI regression model (2.3) define a simu-

lator for the trajectories of infections and deaths under counterfactual NPI policies, con-

ditional on the parameters estimated using the NPI and clinical data—denoted U and D,

respectively. Evaluating the cost-effectiveness of NPIs and determining optimal strategies

requires accounting for the aggregate costs incurred in implementing policies and their con-

sequent health impacts. For an NPI policy u = {u(t)}Tt=1 implemented in a state on the

days t = 1, . . . , T , we define its associated cost C(u) as the sum of the posterior expected

costs incurred by infections and NPI implementation:

C(u) = E

[
cNPI(u) +

1

N

T∑
t=1

cνν(t)

∣∣∣∣D,U

]
, (2.5)

where ν(t) = Nβ(t)S(t)I(t) is the number of new COVID infections in the state incident

on day t under the policy u. Here cν is the average cost in USD2020 associated to a COVID

infection and

cNPI(u) =

p∑
k=1

ck(uk)

is the average per capita cost in USD2020 associated to implementing the policy u =

(u1, . . . ,up), where ck is the cost of the kth NPI. We define these quantities below.6 Note

that, in practice, we cannot directly evaluate the expectation (2.5). Instead, we use poste-

rior trajectories of infections ν(t) to approximate (2.5) via Monte Carlo.

2.4.1 Cost of infections

The average cost of a COVID infection is a sum of average life costs (due to COVID deaths),

medical costs (incurred by treatment), productivity costs (due to worker absenteeism), and

costs associated to voluntary social distancing in response to the fear of infection.

The life cost associated to a COVID infection deserves some discussion, as it dominates

the aggregate cost of infection and it requires ascribing a dollar value to death, which

6Given the relatively short duration of our study period (i.e., the first year of the pandemic), we do not
adjust the cost function for temporal discounting.
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can be a contentious issue. In cost-benefit analysis, the standard approach to quantifying

mortality risk reductions as a result of public policy in monetary terms is through the value

of a statistical life (VSL), commonly estimated at about $11 million in USD2020 [17]. In

our context, the relevant quantity is the value of a statistical COVID death (VSCD). As

Robinson et al. [112] note, COVID deaths are concentrated in the oldest age groups and

the decision to adjust the VSCD for the age profile of COVID mortality or not can vastly

alter the conclusions of a cost-benefit analysis. As such, we conduct sensitivity analysis

of our results using high and low estimates of the VSCD reported in [112]. In line with a

number of other studies in the COVID economics literature [17, 18, 20, 22], we use as our

baseline the low estimate of $4.47 million, which is based on the average years of life lost to

a COVID death and a constant value per statistical life year.7 The high estimate of $10.63

million assumes the VSCD equals the population average VSL (i.e., it does not adjust the

VSL for the age pattern of COVID deaths). Table 2 records the value of this and other

economic parameters used in our study. Denoting the VSCD by cVSCD, the average life

cost per COVID infection in state s is then cVSCD · ι̃(s), where ι̃(s) is the posterior average

state-level IFR.

To quantify the cost associated to voluntary social distancing, we rely on the results

of Aum et al. [94], who find that a one per thousand increase in the COVID case rate

caused a 2.68% drop in employment in South Korea in the spring of 2020, with similar

(although non-causal) estimates in the US and UK. We adjust their numbers for under-

reporting of cases based on the number of deaths and cases in South Korea in their period

of study reported by Our World in Data [113]. By February 29, 2020, South Korea had 556

cumulative confirmed cases, and by March 7 it had 3,526. The cumulative COVID deaths

three weeks later on March 21 were 75, and by March 28 were 104. With an IFR of 0.68%

[54], we would expect between 11,029 and 15,294 infections with this number of deaths. This

suggests a case ascertainment rate between 5% and 23% in that period. We average these

two numbers, assuming 15.5% case ascertainment, which yields a 0.155 ·2.68 ≈ 0.42% drop

7That is, outside of our sensitivity analysis (Section A), all estimated costs are based on the low VSCD.
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in employment resulting from a one per thousand increase in COVID prevalence. In line

with Chetty et al. [1], Aum et al. [94] find that these impacts were felt most acutely among

low-wage workers. As such, we phrase this increase in unemployment due to an infection—

which is assumed to last the average duration of the infectious period (γ−1 = 5.0 days)—in

monetary terms using the state’s median income.8 In sum, we find that the fear cost per

COVID infection ranges from $1,491 to $3,199 across states with a median of $1,999.

For the remaining parameters, we take $3,045 as the average medical cost of a COVID

infection based on the estimates of Bartsch et al. [115] and DeMartino et al. [116]. We

assume the average productivity cost of a COVID infection is equal to one week of sick

days at a state’s median wage, which yields costs similar to those reported by Skarp et al.

[117]. These range from $505 to $1,084 across states with a median of $677.

2.4.2 Cost of workplace closures and social distancing measures

Beginning in the spring of 2020, consumer spending dropped significantly in response to

health concerns and government-mandated business closures and social distancing policies.

This reduction in consumer spending—primarily on in-person services—was responsible for

a large majority of the decline in US GDP in the second quarter of 2020. Declining business

revenue led to substantial layoffs with subsequent unemployment increases concentrated

among low-wage workers [1]. As such, we quantify the cost of workplace closures and social

distancing measures through their effects on employment, which have been thoroughly

studied in the COVID economics literature [27, 87, 88, 92, 93, 118–120]. As above, we

convert employment rate decreases in each state to monetary losses using the state’s median

personal income, which reflects the wage distribution of pandemic job loss.

The effects of COVID workplace closures on unemployment and consumer spending

in the US were estimated by Barrot et al. [27], Crucini & O’Flaherty [88], and Gupta

et al. [119], who arrive at broadly similar conclusions. Crucini & O’Flaherty [88] found

8We use national and state-level personal income data reported by U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[114]. To approximate state-level median income, we multiply the US median personal income by the
state’s per capita income divided by the US per capita income.
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that non-essential business closures led to a 1-2 percentage point decline in expenditures.

Gupta et al. [119] found that 60% of the 12 percentage point decline in the employment

rate between January and April 2020 was due to state policies, with government-mandated

business closures and stay-at-home orders each accounting for half of those 7.2 percentage

points.9 Barrot et al. [27] found that a 10 percentage point increase in the share of restricted

labor was associated with a 3 percentage point decline in April 2020 employment. Given

these findings, we define low, middle, and high scenarios in which workplace closures cause

a 2%, 4%, and 6% declines in the employment rate. We take the middle scenario as our

baseline and consider the low and high scenarios in our sensitivity analysis in Section A.

We define social distancing measures as the combination of the following six NPIs

tracked by OxCGRT: stay-at-home orders, restrictions on gatherings, restrictions on in-

ternal movement, public information campaigns, public transit closures, and public event

cancellations. We bundle these policies for a number of reasons: their implementation

was highly correlated in time and space; there is a paucity of information on the indi-

vidual economic effects of most of these interventions as the COVID economics literature

tends to focus on “social distancing” or “lockdown” measures broadly defined (likely due

to their synchronous adoption); and they are blanket policies acting as relatively blunt

instruments with their primary direct effects on the economy stemming from a common

mechanism—namely, reduction in consumer spending on in-person services with consequent

unemployment.

The effects of social distancing measures on unemployment and consumer spending in

the US were studied by Coibion et al. [87], Crucini & O’Flaherty [88], Bodenstein et al. [93],

Gupta et al. [119], and Baek et al. [120]. Drawing on survey responses, Coibion et al. [87]

found that individuals in counties under lockdown were 2.8 percentage points less likely to

be employed relative to other survey participants, had a 1.9 percentage point lower labor-

force participation, and had a 2.4 percentage point higher unemployment rate. Crucini

9Although drops in consumer foot traffic are not directly comparable to employment rate decreases,
Goolsbee & Syverson [86] found that general shelter-in-place orders reduced overall consumer visits by 7
percentage points.
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& O’Flaherty [88] found that stay-at-home orders caused a 4 percentage point decrease

in consumer spending and hours worked. Bodenstein et al. [93] found that the combined

effect of voluntary and mandatory social distancing could explain 6–8 percentage points of

the 12% drop in US GDP in the second quarter of 2020 and that stay-at-home orders could

account for a 2 percentage point increase in the unemployment rate. As mentioned above,

Gupta et al. [119] found that stay-at-home orders led to a 3.6 percentage point decline in

employment rates through April 2020. Similarly, Baek et al. [120] found that each week

of stay-at-home order exposure between March 14 and April 4, 2020 yielded an increase in

a state’s weekly unemployment insurance claims corresponding to 1.9% of its employment

level. As Bartik et al. [92] note, nearly all employment declines occurred within the two-

week period March 14–28, which implies a cumulative 3.8% drop in the employment rate

based on the findings of Baek et al. [120]. Hence, we assume that social distancing measures

cause a 4% decline in the employment rate. In our sensitivity analysis, we do not vary the

cost of social distancing measures as we are primarily interested in assessing the robustness

of the optimal strategy and the relative costs of various policies rather than variation in

the total cost incurred by each policy, which means that we are free to leave the value of

one term in the cost function (2.5) fixed.

We note that the combined economic effects of workplace closures and social distancing

measures used here are on par with trends in aggregate economic output in the US and

elsewhere observed in 2020 and in prior pandemics. Congressional Budget Office [121]

estimates a 3.5% year-over-year decline in real US GDP from 2019 to 2020. Analyzing

trends in annual global GDP, Kaplan et al. [20] estimate a 7% decline from 2019 to 2020

due to COVID, which equates to a loss of $10 trillion. Demirgüç-Kunt et al. [122] find that

national lockdowns led to a 10% decline in economic activity across Europe and Central

Asia in the spring of 2020. Studying the 1918 Spanish flu pandemic, in which social

distancing measures were the primary tools used to curtail viral spread, Barro et al. [123]

estimate a cumulative loss in GDP per capita of 6% over 3 years.
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2.4.3 Cost of school closures

The cost of school closures is a sum of productivity loss due to worker absenteeism (as

parents of children out of school miss work to care for their kids) and learning loss result-

ing from students missing school and receiving lower quality education through distance

learning.

Lempel et al. [40] and Sadique et al. [124] estimated the magnitude of direct GDP

loss due to worker absenteeism resulting from extended school closures in the US and UK,

respectively, and arrived at nearly identical numbers. They find that four weeks of school

closure would cost 0.1–0.3% of GDP in the US and 0.1–0.4% in the UK. For our study, we

use 0.2%. Similar estimates based on modeling studies are reviewed in Viner et al. [125].

Notably, Lempel et al. [40] also estimate the healthcare impacts of a four-week school

closure in the US, finding that it would lead to a reduction of 6% to 19% in key healthcare

personnel. Similarly, Bayham & Fenichel [41] find that 15% of the healthcare workforce

would be in need of childcare during a school closure and find that their absence from work

could cause a greater number of COVID deaths than school closures prevent. Pricing these

health impacts is not straightforward, so we omit these considerations when defining the

cost function. As such, we believe that our accounting of the costs of school-closure-related

worker absenteeism is conservative.

While learning loss due to school closure can be viewed as a social cost, it can lead

to substantial downstream economic costs as cohorts of students that missed significant

schooling eventually enter the labor-force as less skilled and productive workers. Educa-

tion economists have extensively studied the connections between time spent in school,

performance on standardized tests, and subsequent impacts on lifetime earning and GDP

with findings that are consistent across contexts. Psacharopoulos et al. [3] and Hanushek &

Woessmann [5]—whose assessments of the cost of learning loss we use—provide discussion

and references. As our high scenario, we use the estimate of Hanushek & Woessmann [5],

who find that cohort learning loss equivalent to one-third of a school-year has a staggering
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net present value equal to 69% of current-year GDP.10 Psacharopoulos et al. [3] arrive at

a much smaller number, finding a 9% GDP loss arising from 0.33 years of lost schooling,

which forms our low scenario and also our baseline value. We note that the results of

Psacharopoulos et al. [3] are predicated on the assumption that remote learning is 90%

as effective as in-person school, which is a likely source of the large discrepancy between

the two estimates. While distance learning certainly mitigated some learning loss [2], and

keeping schools open during the pandemic would have also incurred some learning loss due

to student and teacher illness-related absenteeism, we believe that this assumption leads to

a conservative estimate of the cost of learning loss associated to in-person school closure.11

Nevertheless, as we discuss in Section 3, we find that optimal NPI strategies based on this

low estimate involve no closure of schools beyond the usual 16 weeks of break per year.

In their systematic review and meta-analysis, Betthäuser et al. [2] find a substantial and

consistent learning deficit of 0.35 school-years of learning loss across 15 high- and middle-

income countries, which accrued early in the pandemic.12 This learning gap persisted but

ceased to grow beyond 0.35 school-years, which suggests that remote learning did mitigate

learning loss with greater efficacy (relative to in-person schooling) as time went on.13 In

our cost function, we account for the improving quality of remote learning over time by

assuming that the amount of learning loss incurred by one week of school closure equates

to one school-week initially and decreases linearly to 0 as a function of the cumulative

number of past weeks spent under school closure, such that 0.35 school-years is the maximal

10Hanushek & Woessmann [5] also estimate that a student missing 0.33 years of school leads to a loss
in lifetime individual income of 3.0% in the US and 2.6% pooled globally. Fuchs-Schündeln et al. [126]
find average losses of 2.1% in lifetime earnings and 1.2% in permanent consumption of children affected by
COVID-19 school closure. Considering that Betthäuser et al. [2] report a learning deficit of 0.35 school-
years accrued during COVID, the estimates of Hanushek & Woessmann [5] and Fuchs-Schündeln et al.
[126] are quite similar.

11Indeed, based on the results of a recent preprint [127], Mervosh et al. [128] demonstrate that drops in
math scores in mostly in-person school districts were only 2/3 of those in mostly remote or hybrid districts
among third through eighth graders in the U.S. during COVID-19.

12Citing [127], Mervosh et al. [128] note that aggregate learning loss in the U.S. during COVID-19
likely exceeded 0.35 school-years. Again, we believe that our accounting of the costs of school closure is
conservative as such.

13Similarly, based on results of a simulation model published earlier in the pandemic, Azevedo et al.
[36] projected that COVID-19 school closures could result in learning loss equivalent to 0.3–1.1 years of
schooling.
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cumulative amount of learning loss possible. Furthermore, our cost function only accounts

for marginal learning loss (i.e., beyond what would be expected after summer break, for

example) by assuming that learning loss only begins to accrue once the duration of school

closure exceeds 16 weeks.

2.4.4 Cost of testing, tracing, and masking

We quantify the per capita cost of a week-long mask mandate as the price of supplying an

individual with masks for a week. Following Bartsch et al. [129], we assume personal mask

expenditure of $0.32 per day or, equivalently, $2.24 per week, which approximates the cost

of one surgical mask per day or one N95 mask per week [117].

In the first year of the pandemic, US states steadily ramped up the number of SARS-

CoV-2 PCR tests administered each day at a consistent linear pace. Indeed, after running

least-squares regression of the cumulative number of tests administered in a state on each

day against time (squared) using test data obtained from the COVID Tracking Project

[48], we obtain R2 values above 0.97 for all states. Across states, the linear rate of testing

capacity increase varies from an additional 7 to 40 tests per million population per day.

Our cost function accounts for this by assuming that the number of tests administered

in a given week under mask mandate is a linear function of the cumulative number of

past weeks spent under mask mandate, with the slope given by the state-specific rate of

testing capacity increase obtained from the regression. This yields the total number of tests

administered in a state in any given week under the specified masking policy. We convert

this quantity to a dollar value assuming that each test costs $100 based on Skarp et al.

[117], Lo et al. [130], and Sharfstein [131], which includes the cost of procuring the test as

well as labor for sample extraction and diagnostic lab testing.

We similarly assume that, while contact tracing policies are in place, tracing capacity

ramps up at a linear pace. This is in line with increases over time in capacity reported

in wide-scale assessments of US contact tracing programs [132, 133], as well as general

increases over time in state-level hiring of contact tracers reported in media [134, 135].
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Fitting a log-normal model to data from Lash et al. [132], we estimate the mean number of

cases interviewed per week per 100,000 population to be 95.0 during their period of study,

June–October 2020. Similarly, based on data from Rainisch et al. [133], we estimate a mean

of 170.5 cases interviewed per week per 100,000 population during November 2020–January

2021. With four months separating August and December 2020 (the midpoints of the

respective study periods), we therefore assume an increase in capacity of (170.5−95.0)/16 ≈

4.72 cases interviewed per 100,000 population per week while contact tracing policies are

active. We convert this number to a dollar value based on the average cost of contact

tracing per index case. Fields et al. [136] report the hourly cost of contact tracing at

$107.22/4.16 ≈ $25.77. According to Spencer [137], the median caseload per investigator

during their two-week evaluation period was 31. Assuming a 40-hour work week, this

implies a cost per case of $25.77×80/31 ≈ $66.50. This number, which we take as our cost

of contact tracing per index case, is near the midpoint of the interval reported in Skarp

et al. [117] ($40.73–$93.59) based on different data. Table 3 records the testing, tracing,

and masking cost parameters with references.

3 Results

3.1 Epidemiological model

Figure 4 displays estimates of active viral prevalence and posterior predictive distributions

of the observed deaths and cases in the US in 2020. While the posterior predictive distribu-

tions of deaths are well-calibrated at the state-level (as evidenced by Figure 2, for example),

when aggregated to the US as a whole they exhibit under-coverage. This is because we

model the states independently and do not explicitly account for the “weekend effect”, i.e.,

consistent under-reporting of deaths on weekends which leads to highly correlated residuals

across states on those days. As we evaluate and optimize NPI policies at the state-level,

however, this does not pose an issue for our downstream analysis. See Irons & Raftery [9]

for more detailed reports and discussion of state-specific prevalence estimates.
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Table 2: Economic parameters. All costs are in USD2020.

Parameter Value Reference

2019 GDP per capita
by state

Varying ($39,000–
211,000)

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[138]

2019 per capita in-
come by state

Varying ($39,000–
85,000)

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[114]

2019 US median per-
sonal income

$35,980 U.S. Census Bureau [139]

2019 population by
state

Varying (0.575–39.5
million)

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[140]

2019 US GDP current
dollar growth rate

4.1% U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[141]

Value of a statisti-
cal COVID death
(VSCD)

Low: $4.47 million
High: $10.63 million

Robinson et al. [112]

Voluntary social
distancing cost per
COVID infection by
state

Varying ($1,491–
3,199)

Aum et al. [94]

Productivity cost of
COVID infection

One week of state me-
dian income

U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis
[114] and Skarp et al. [117]

Average medical cost
of COVID infection

$3,045 Bartsch et al. [115] and DeMartino et
al. [116]

Net present value of
GDP loss due to learn-
ing loss by state

Low: 9% GDP per
0.33 school-years
High: 69% GDP per
0.33 school-years

Psacharopoulos et al. [3]
Hanushek & Woessmann [5]

Learning loss accrued
during COVID

0.35 school-years Betthäuser et al. [2] and Fahle et al.
[127]

Direct GDP loss due
to school closure

0.2% GDP per four
weeks

Lempel et al. [40]

Employment rate de-
crease due to work-
place closure

Low: 2%; Mid: 4%;
High: 6%

Barrot et al. [27], Crucini & O’Flaherty
[88], and Gupta et al. [119]

Employment rate de-
crease due to social
distancing mandates

4% Coibion et al. [87], Crucini &
O’Flaherty [88], Bodenstein et al.
[93], Gupta et al. [119], and Baek et al.
[120]
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Table 3: Masking, testing, and tracing parameters. All costs are in USD2020.

Parameter Value Reference

Daily personal mask
expenditure

$0.32 Skarp et al. [117] and Bartsch et al.
[129]

Cost of a PCR test $100 Skarp et al. [117], Lo et al. [130], and
Sharfstein [131]

Daily rate of testing
capacity increase by
state

Varying (7–40 tests
per million pop.)

The Atlantic [48]

Cost of contact trac-
ing per index case

$66.50 Skarp et al. [117], Fields et al. [136],
and Spencer [137]

Weekly rate of con-
tact tracing capacity
increase

4.72 cases per 100k
pop.

Lash et al. [132] and Rainisch et al.
[133]
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Figure 4: State-specific SEIRD results aggregated to the US. Observed deaths d(t) and cases
c(t) are plotted in black. Posterior median and 90% credible intervals of the underlying
mean parameters mD(t) and mC(t) are in dark blue. 90% credible intervals of the posterior
predictive distributions of d(t) and c(t) are in light blue. On the left, posterior median and
90% credible intervals for active viral prevalence I(t) are in red.

We estimate that there were 58.5 (95% CI: 55.7–62.7) million COVID infections in the

US in 2020, representing about 18% of the population. Weighting the posterior state-

level IFR (ιs) estimates by the proportion of 2020 U.S. COVID deaths occurring in each

state, we obtain a national IFR of 0.78% (0.74%–0.82%). Our findings are on par with

the systematic meta-analysis of Meyerowitz-Katz & Merone [54], who estimated an IFR of
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0.68% (0.53%–0.82%) for COVID in 2020 based on 24 studies from a range of countries,

as well as Eales et al. [53], who estimated the IFR in England in 2020 based on a series of

nationally representative testing surveys at 0.67% (0.65%–0.70%). Similarly, Ward et al.

[142] estimated the IFR in England in October 2020 at 0.74% (0.48%–1.40%).

Our estimates of SARS-CoV-2 infections incident in 2020 leverage prior work based

on random sample testing [9]—a putatively unbiased measure of viral prevalence—and, as

noted above, produce an IFR similar to that estimated in England in 2020 also based on

representative testing surveys. Nevertheless, we note that our findings concerning policy

evaluation and optimization below are robust to sensible variations in the IFR. This is be-

cause the costs of infections are dominated by COVID deaths, which are identified from the

clinical data we use here and, therefore, are outputs of our model not substantially affected

by the IFR parameter (which only varies the estimated number of infections incident per

death).

3.2 NPI regression model

For brevity, here we mainly report results for the robust log-linear regression model (ii)

defined in Section 2.3.2, which controls for deaths and removals, but not infections, incident

in the prior week. Qualitative conclusions are practically identical across models, with the

main distinction being that controlling for more terms tends to attenuate the effect of

school closure in reducing transmission rates.

3.2.1 Fit to data

Regarding the fit to data, the posterior median R2 is 0.59, indicating that a substantial

proportion of the variance in transmission rates remains unexplained by NPIs or behavioral

response to the fear of infections. Indeed, there are numerous factors affecting SARS-CoV-2

transmission—including super-spreader events and introduction of new infections from out-

side the state—accounted for by the error terms ε(s)(w) that are difficult to predict. Figure

3 plots the maximum a posteriori (MAP) trajectory of R0 output by the epidemiological
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Figure 5: Posterior median total percent reduction in R0 due to NPIs by state.

model in the four most populous states—California, Texas, Florida, and New York—against

the posterior predictive distribution from the NPI model fit to this output. The model fits

the data well, but cannot capture unpredictable shocks in transmission, which are reflected

in future predicted values of the transmission rate through the AR(1) term. The AR(1)

parameter φ is 0.76 (0.68–0.83), indicating a high degree of residual autocorrelation in the

weekly-varying reproduction number R
(s)
0 (w) across states. Finally, the posterior degrees

of freedom νε for the Student-t distributed residuals ε(s)(w) is 2.9 (2.3–3.7), indicating that

a heavy-tailed error distribution is appropriate for these data.
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3.2.2 Total effect of NPIs

We estimate a pooled baseline reproduction number R0 under no interventions of 2.3 (95%

CI: 2.0–2.7). This is on par with the systematic review of Liu et al. [65], who report R0

estimates for wild-type SARS-CoV-2 with median 2.79 and interquartile range 1.16. The

pooled total effect of NPIs, α =
∑p

k=1 βu(k), which represents the effect of “full lockdown”—

i.e., uk(w) = 1 for all k = 1, . . . , p—yields a reduction of R0 by by 50.0% (38.5%–59.3%) to

1.14 (1.03–1.28). By comparison, the pooled effect of deaths per 1,000 population, βD, is

-0.14 (-0.41–0.13) and the pooled effect of removals per 10 population, βR, is -0.41 (-0.91–

-0.03). When evaluated at the mean weekly rates of deaths and removals across states in

2020, this yields a combined 11.2% (6.5%–16.7%) reduction in R0—or 22% (12%–39%) of

the total effect of NPIs—from voluntary social distancing and other protective measures

due to fear of infection.

For a population of this kind, NPIs alone would most likely not be sufficient to suppress

transmission at the start of the outbreak (R0 < 1). However, voluntary protective measures

and acquired immunity in combination with full lockdown would be enough to effectively

suppress viral spread (at least in the absence of exogenous shocks). Figure 8 exhibits

posterior trajectories of deaths in the US under various NPI strategies. Under full lockdown

in 2020, cumulative deaths would have been 98,850 (41,531–201,532), about one quarter of

the 348,949 actually observed.

Our estimate of the total percent reduction in R0 due to NPIs is more conservative than

others reported in the literature. Flaxman et al. [12], Brauner et al. [13], and Banholzer

et al. [110], respectively, find 81% (75%–87%), 77% (67%–85%), and 67% (64%–71%)

reductions in transmission in the initial spring 2020 wave. Studying the second wave,

Sharma et al. [14] report a combined NPI effect of 66% (61%–69%). We note that none

of these studies control for confounding (e.g., endogenous social distancing), which may

account for the discrepancy with our estimates. Indeed, when we add the effect of deaths

and removals incident in the prior week to that of NPIs, the combined reduction in R0

approaches these higher estimates. Another possible explanation is the context: we study
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the US whereas Flaxman et al. [12], Brauner et al. [13], Sharma et al. [14], and Banholzer

et al. [110] focus primarily on European countries, which may have implemented stricter

NPIs or practiced greater adherence to restrictions, and which exhibited higher R0 values

(3.3–3.8), perhaps due to earlier introduction of the virus to European countries or higher

levels of social mixing on average.

Zooming in on the state-level results, we can similarly quantify the total effect of NPIs

on transmission in state s by

α(s) :=

p∑
k=1

β(s)
u (k),

with p(s) = 100(1 − exp(α(s))) representing the total percent reduction in R
(s)
0 under full

lockdown. Figure 5 displays the geographic distribution of the posterior median of p(s)

across states. Overall, NPIs tend to be more effective in more urbanized and populous

states. Some of this variation may be explained by the literature on political polarization

and partisan social distancing during the pandemic [7, 10, 143–147]. Alternatively, and

related to our discussion in the previous paragraph, we note that rural states tend to have

lower baseline R
(s)
0 values, possibly due to later importation of the virus and lower levels

of social mixing. With a lower ceiling in these states, NPIs have less room to suppress

transmission.

Finally, note that the p-vector

ρ(s) := β(s)
u /α(s)

consists of weights representing the proportional contribution of each NPI to the total

reduction of transmission. Here ρ(s) can be thought of as defining a data-driven “stringency

index” combining NPIs according to their strengths in a single-number summary of the

stringency of government restrictions, as opposed to previously defined measures, such

as OxCGRT’s stringency index, which average NPIs uniformly without regard for their

varying effects on transmission [47].
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Figure 6: Posterior violin plots of global NPI effects, quantified as the percent reduction in
R0, across regression models (i)–(iii) from top to bottom, respectively.

3.2.3 Effects of individual NPIs

Figure 6 shows the pooled effect of each NPI, βu(k), k = 1, . . . , p, quantified as a percent

reduction in R0, across the robust log-linear regression models defined in Section 2.3.2. As

above, we focus discussion on model (ii). Mask mandates are the most effective intervention,

reducing R0 by 19.0% (6.1%–28.5%). As shown in Figure 6, this effect attenuates from

19.7% (7.3%–28.5%) to 15.4% (3.3%–26.9%) as we move from model (i) to model (iii),

controlling for removals and infections incident in the prior week. By comparison, Sharma

et al. [14] estimate that mask mandates reduced transmission rates by 12% (7%–17%)

in the second wave in Europe. Based on data from 190 countries between January and

April 2020, Bo et al. [148] conclude that mask mandates were associated with a 15.1%

(7.9%–21.8%) decline in transmission. Karaivanov et al. [91] find a 22 percent weekly

reduction in new COVID-19 cases due to mask mandates in Canada in the summer of

2020. Studying the 2020 spring wave in New York City, Yang et al. [149] find that masking

37



was associated with a 7% transmission reduction overall and up to 20% reduction for

people over age 65. Estimating the causal effects of a number of interventions in the US,

Chernozhukov et al. [15] demonstrate that masking policies were highly effective, leading to

a reduction in the weekly growth rate of cases and deaths by more than 10 percentage points,

with their conclusions holding robustly across model specifications; on the other hand, the

effects of stay-at-home orders and business and school closures are much more uncertain.

Qualitatively, our results are consistent with a number of other studies demonstrating the

efficacy of mask mandates and the protective effects of face mask use [96, 150–154].

Behind mask mandates, in our model (ii) school closure reduces the transmission rate

by 8.2% (1.5%–20.2%). As shown in Figure 6, this effect attenuates from 12.0% (3.0%–

24.8%) to 5.0% (0.8%–14.3%) as we move from model (i) to model (iii), controlling for

removals and infections incident in the prior week. By comparison, Brauner et al. [13]

and Banholzer et al. [110] find that school closures led to 38% (16%–54%) and 17% (-2%–

36%) transmission reductions in the first wave of 2020, respectively, and Sharma et al. [14]

estimate a 7% (4%–10%) transmission reduction due to school closures in the second wave.

Studying influenza outbreaks, Cauchemez et al. [155] found that school holidays led to a

20–29% transmission reduction among children with no detectable effect on transmission

among adults. Qualitatively, our results are consistent with a number of other studies

finding school closures to be one of the NPIs most effective in reducing transmission [28,

105, 107–109, 156, 157].

As with school closures, we are unable to rule out small effects for the remaining NPIs.

Workplace closure reduced transmission by 5.3% (0.9%–12.5%). By comparison, Brauner

et al. [13], Sharma et al. [14], and Banholzer et al. [110] find that business closures led to a

27% (-3%–49%), 35% (29%–41%), and 18% (-4%–40%) reduction in R0, respectively. The

combination of social distancing measures14 yields a 18.9% (10.9%–28.1%) reduction in R0,

which is on par with the individual effects of mask mandates. Looking at individual social

14As in Section 2.4.2, we define social distancing measures as the combination of stay-at-home orders,
restrictions on gatherings, restrictions on internal movement, public information campaigns, public transit
closures, and public event cancellations.
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distancing measures, we estimate that stay-at-home orders reduced R0 by 6.1% (1.2%–

14.1%), which is comparable to other estimates in the literature: Bodenstein et al. [93]

report a 6.5% transmission reduction; Brauner et al. [13] report a 13% (-5%–31%) reduction;

and Banholzer et al. [110] report a 4% (-6%–17%) reduction. Restrictions on gatherings

reduced R0 by a modest 1.9% (0.3%–5.7%). However, a number of other studies estimate

large effects of strict gathering restrictions: Brauner et al. [13] report a 42% (17%–60%)

transmission reduction; Sharma et al. [14] report a 26% (18%–32%) reduction; Banholzer

et al. [110] report a 37% (21%–50%) reduction; and Bo et al. [148] report a 42.9% (41.6%–

44.2%) reduction associated to social distancing measures more broadly.15 Nevertheless,

even with our relatively conservative estimates of the effects of social distancing measures,

we find that they are cost-effective interventions in combination, as we demonstrate in

Section 3.3.

Finally, our estimates of the effects of testing and tracing policies—which yield 3.9%

(0.6%–12.3%) and 6.4% (1.1%–16.0%) reductions in R0, respectively—allow for the pos-

sibility of both small and large effects on transmission. Evidence on the effectiveness of

contact tracing, in particular, is mixed. Rainisch et al. [133] concluded that case investi-

gation and contact tracing were effective in reducing transmission based on their estimates

of the number of COVID-19 cases and hospitalizations averted by these measures in the

US. Wang et al. [158] find that testing and case isolation were effective, but the effect of

contact tracing is marginal due to slow follow-up times in case investigation. They note

that contact tracing can be more effective if follow-up is accelerated. In modeling studies,

Hellewell et al. [159] and Davis et al. [160] find that contact tracing can be effective if

carried out well—with the latter reporting a potential 15% reduction in R0—but that its

effectiveness is dependent on a number of epidemiological and implementation-related fac-

tors, including tracing coverage and speed. Nevertheless, even allowing for small effects, we

find that testing and tracing are highly cost-effective NPIs owing to their low cost relative

to other interventions.

15We note that these are association studies based on observational data, i.e., they do not control for
potential confounders.
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3.3 Evaluating and optimizing costs
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Figure 7: Top panels: Boxplots of the following quantities across states: posterior median
of deaths per 100 population incurred by the optimal control (OC), full lockdown (Full),
observed (Obs.), observed minus school closures (Obs. - school), and fully open (Open)
policies; expected total cost in thousands of USD2020 per capita incurred by each policy.
Middle panels: the average strength of each NPI in the optimal and observed strategies.
Bottom panel: the average strength of optimal workplace closures across states in each
week.

Baseline scenario. Figure 7 displays the results of our policy evaluation and optimiza-

tion methodology detailed in Section 2.4 under the baseline cost scenario, which uses a

cost function based on the medium value of the cost of workplace closure, the low VSCD

(i.e., adjusted for the age pattern of COVID deaths), and the low cost of learning loss (i.e.,

assuming distance learning is 90% as effective as in-person schooling) listed in Table 2. The
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Figure 8: Posterior trajectories of daily deaths and cumulative deaths in the US under
various strategies. The legend records the posterior median of the total deaths and expected
total cost per capita in USD2020 incurred by each policy.

upper panels of Figure 7 display boxplots of the COVID death rate and per capita cost

(including life costs) incurred by various policies across states. We consider the following

five policy strategies: optimal control (OC), which is the strategy optimizing the cost func-

tion (2.5); full lockdown (Full), which assumes all NPIs are enforced at their strictest level

for the entire year; observed (Obs.), the policy actually implemented; the observed policy

minus school closure (Obs. - school); and the open policy (Open), which assumes no use

of NPIs.
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Full incurs the fewest deaths—as we would expect—followed by OC, then Obs., then

Obs. - school, and finally Open. Regarding overall costs, OC is the least expensive policy

(by definition), followed by Full, then Obs. and Obs. - school (which are approximately

on par), and finally Open. The middle panel of Figure 7 displays boxplots of the average

strength of each NPI in the optimal control and observed strategies over the year across

states. An average strength of 1 implies that the intervention is implemented in its strictest

sense for the entire year uninterrupted; an average strength of 0 implies that the intervention

is never implemented at all.

The OC strategies in each state are uniformly comprised of: consistent and strict use

of social distancing measures, testing, tracing, and masking; no use of school closure; and

moderate to strong use of workplace closure. The bottom panel of Figure 7 displays the av-

erage strength of workplace closure across states over time. Generally, the optimal strategy

involves ramping up workplace closure to combat new waves of infections, with implemen-

tation peaking in response to the spring, summer, and fall waves of 2020. In Section A

we explore the sensitivity of these results across models and plausible perturbations of the

cost function. Our qualitative findings are robust across the range of scenarios.

Figure 8 displays the result of aggregating the state-level policy outcomes to the US as

a whole. The open strategy incurs the most deaths and is the most expensive by far, with

its cost arising entirely from infections. We estimate that 1.24 (0.94–1.58) million COVID

deaths would have occurred in 2020 in the absence of public health interventions—on par

with but lower than the 2.2 million projected by Ferguson et al. [4], who do not account

for the endogenous social response to the virus. The burden of infections under the open

strategy yields an expected cost per capita of $20,978 USD2020, which translates to a gross

impact of $6.9 trillion—about 32% of US GDP in 2019 [141]. On the other hand, under

full lockdown, we would have observed only 98,850 (41,531–201,532) COVID deaths and a

cost to society of $11,851 per capita, which are surpassed by the 374,584 (337,313–445,227)

deaths and $13,817 per capita ( $4.6 trillion total, or 21% of 2019 GDP) lost under the

observed policy. Note, however, that full lockdown can become equally or more expensive
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than the observed and fully open policies if we assume a high cost of learning loss. See

Section A. The posterior median mortality rate under full lockdown is 98, 850/329.5 ≈ 300

deaths per million, which is about 80% of the COVID mortality rate observed in Canada

in 2020 [113].

The observed policy minus school closure (Obs. - school) incurs 456,705 (370,951–

626,540) deaths, which is larger than the 374,584 (337,313–445,227) deaths under Obs.

However, the expected per capita cost to society of Obs. - school (including life costs),

$10,262, is lower than that of Obs., $13,817. To some degree, conditional on the other

NPIs implemented, the decision to close schools presented a marginal trade-off between

the learning of students and the health of those most vulnerable to COVID. The extended

school closures that were enacted across the country in 2020 prioritized the latter in lieu

of the former. While our model estimates that they saved approximately 77,168 (12,268–

235,954) lives, this came at the expense of $2 trillion in lost learning, or $25.9 (8.4–156.4)

million per COVID death. However, this trade-off was not inevitable. Under the optimal

policy (OC), which involves no closure of schools in 2020 beyond the usual 16 weeks of break,

we incur 179,679 (95,698–309,863) deaths, 195,481 (67,390–300,539) fewer than under Obs.,

at an expected cost to society of only $5,781. Most of the savings relative to the observed

policy stem from the cost of infections and school closure. Hence, more timely, stringent,

and enduring use of other measures—social distancing, testing, tracing, and masking, along

with reactive workplace closures—would have been sufficient to limit COVID mortality

substantially below what was observed without incurring profound learning loss.

We can compare our estimates of the gross impacts of COVID-19 and NPIs to others

in the literature. Cutler & Summers [19] and Bruns & Teran [161] project the total cost of

the pandemic in the US over its full duration at $16 trillion, which is about 3.5 times our

estimate of $4.6 trillion in losses observed during 2020. Flaxman et al. [12] estimated that

NPIs averted 3.1 (2.8–3.5) million deaths up to May 2020 in 11 countries totaling 375 million

population. Ferguson et al. [4] predicted that NPIs would prevent 1.1 million deaths in the

US over the course of the pandemic. Greenstone & Nigam [17] projected that moderate
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social distancing would save 1.7 million lives in the US by October 1, with mortality benefits

of $8 trillion, or $24,000 per capita, based on the same VSCD used in our baseline scenario.

Highlighting the inter-generational transfer of wealth stemming from the implementation

of social distancing measures, they note that the vast majority of the monetized benefits

of social distancing accrue to people age 50 or older. More conservatively, Eichenbaum

et al. [23] find that containment policies, if implemented optimally, would save about half a

million lives in the US based on low values of key epidemiological parameters—specifically,

they use an IFR of 0.5% and an R0 of 1.45 for their baseline model. Thunström et al. [16]

estimated that social distancing in the US would save 1.24 million lives at a cost of $7.2

trillion in lost GDP, which implies that social distancing measures would yield net losses

for any VSCD below 7.2/1.24 ≈ 5.8 million dollars. To the contrary, we find that NPIs

(and social distancing measures in particular) are cost-effective for a VSCD of $4.5 million.

Assuming a vaccine arrives (stochastically) after a year to end the pandemic, Farboodi

et al. [22] estimate the per capita cost of the optimal policy at $8,100, comparable to our

$5,781. They find that the laissez-faire equilibrium (i.e., in the absence of government

intervention) would only incur a cost of $12,700 per person, as compared to our $20,978.

Undertaking a cost-benefit analysis of confinement policies targeted toward mitigation and

(strict) suppression, Gollier [162] finds that both strategies incur a total cost—combining

economic and life costs—equating to 15% of annual GDP, or about $10,000 per capita,

which is comparable to our estimates of the total costs of the various containment strategies

in Figure 8. Jones et al. [163] estimate that, under an optimal social distancing policy, GDP

declines by 12% and 0.17% of the population (about 560,000) die from COVID in the first

26 weeks of the pandemic. In a simulation study, Keogh-Brown et al. [33] estimate that

containment strategies in the UK to suppress COVID-19 through the end of 2020 would

incur health costs of 1.7% of GDP and economic costs of 29.2% of GDP, with 7.3 percentage

points coming from workplace absenteeism of parents affected by school closure and 21.9

percentage points from business closure. Their total cost is comparable to our estimate for

the U.S. in 2020 (i.e., under the observed policy), which is 21% of GDP. However, relative
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to the results of Keogh-Brown et al. [33], we find that health impacts are a much larger

portion of the total, costs related to business closure are much smaller, and costs related

to school closure are somewhat larger.

Sensitivity analysis. In Section A, we discuss sensitivity analysis of our results over a

range of NPI regression model and cost function specifications. Our qualitative findings

about the structure of optimal policies are robust across scenarios, with the main quanti-

tative distinction being the optimal strength of workplace closure. We also find that the

relative ranking by cost of the policies considered can vary across cost function specifica-

tions.

4 Discussion

We have developed a statistical decision framework in order to conduct a cost-effectiveness

analysis of non-pharmaceutical interventions in the U.S. during COVID-19. We note that,

for practical purposes and due to lack of available data, our model of SARS-CoV-2 trans-

mission does not account for a number of complexities.

We do not explicitly account for the age structure of a state’s population and its in-

fections, although these are reflected in the state-specific IFR estimates used in our model

[9]. As such, our reported effects of NPIs on transmission and costs associated to infections

and NPIs should be interpreted as aggregate measures.

We do not model state-level hospital capacity and potential excess costs or deaths arising

from an overwhelmed medical system. In principle, doing so would serve to increase the

cost associated to infections. However, estimates of the IFR in England, which experienced

COVID death rates similar to the U.S. in 2020 [113], are fairly constant over the year [53],

suggesting that COVID mortality outcomes—the dominant term in the cost of infection—

were not highly sensitive to fluctuations in the burden on hospitals.

We do not account for mental health costs arising from lockdowns and from the fear of

infection, which may be substantial [19, 161]. While there is some recent work estimating
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the causal effects of stay-at-home orders and school closure on mental health outcomes

[164], the effects of other relevant exposures, including workplace closure, other NPIs, and

the pandemic itself, have not been ascertained.

Given the highly correlated implementation of NPIs and that we are already accounting

for spatial heterogeneity of their effects in our hierarchical model, we do not also model

temporal variation in NPI effects (e.g., arising from “pandemic fatigue”), which has been

documented in some studies [14, 165, 166], as it would be difficult to identify from the

data. While Ge et al. [166] find that the overall effect of NPIs in Europe increased over

time in 2020, Petherick et al. [165] observe increasing use of masks but declining adherence

to physical distancing measures across countries over the year. Sharma et al. [14] estimate

a reduced effect of school closure in the second wave in Europe. In relation to our results,

increasing the efficacy of masking policies and decreasing the efficacy of school closures

would not reverse the conclusion that mask mandates are highly cost-effective whereas

school closures are not. However, substantial decreases in the efficacy of workplace closure

and social distancing measures could impact their cost-effectiveness.

Finally, as we model viral spread in the U.S. states independently of each other, we do

not account for spillover effects of intervention policies between states, which may play a

role in overall trends in transmission [167].

While the use of NPIs involves health, economic, and social trade-offs, it is not a

zero-sum game. As others have noted [20], appropriately implemented restrictions can

simultaneously limit deaths and the aggregate costs to society incurred during a pandemic.

Our methodology enables us to derive optimal NPI strategies, which consist of timely,

enduring, and stringent use of testing, tracing, and masking policies, social distancing

measures, and reactive workplace closure, with no closure of schools.

This last finding is salient as schools were closed for extended periods in the U.S.

and in many other countries throughout the pandemic. Growing evidence suggests that

the impacts on school children are substantial and long-term [6, 128]. As we show in

Section A, our conclusion that school closures were not cost-effective is robust to plausible
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variation in the cost function. Furthermore, given that we estimate school closure to be

one of the interventions most effective in reducing transmission, our results would not be

easily reversed based on different modeling assumptions. If we have overestimated the

effect of school closure on transmission reduction for most of 2020, getting closer to the

truth would only strengthen our findings. Relative to the first COVID wave in Europe

[13], Sharma et al. [14] found that school closure was substantially less effective in reducing

transmission, with their point estimate of the effect (7%), slightly more than half of our

model (ii) estimate (12%). Sharma et al. [14] speculate that the effect attenuated from

the first to the second wave because many schools in Europe reopened without substantial

increases in transmission. Some have argued that, with adequate health protocols in place,

U.S. schools that remained closed through the 2020–2021 academic year could have resumed

in-person learning safely [128, 168].

While our study focuses on COVID-19 in the U.S. prior to the arrival of vaccines, our

qualitative findings shed light on NPI implementation in other settings. Masking, testing,

and tracing are relatively cheap and likely to remain cost-effective universally: for severe

and relatively mild pandemics; in lower resource settings; and after effective pharmaceuti-

cal interventions become available. After the arrival of vaccines and antiviral treatments,

workplace closures and social distancing measures should be enacted more sparingly. Al-

though school closures were not cost-effective, evidence suggests that distance learning

helped to mitigate learning loss. Consequently, extended school closures are likely to be

relatively more costly in low- and middle-income countries with younger populations and

less capacity to provide effective education remotely [6]. Likewise, with fewer opportunities

for remote work and less online economic activity, workplace closures, stay-at-home orders,

and other social distancing measures may be more costly in these countries [169]. For less

virulent diseases with a similar age pattern of death, extended school closures are unlikely

to be justifiable, and extended workplace closures and social distancing measures should

be mandated with care. If possible, more targeted interventions should be used [24].
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84. Gavenčiak, T. et al. Seasonal variation in SARS-CoV-2 transmission in temperate

climates: A Bayesian modelling study in 143 European regions. PLoS computational

biology 18, e1010435 (2022).

85. Vehtari, A., Gelman, A. & Gabry, J. Practical Bayesian model evaluation using

leave-one-out cross-validation and WAIC. Statistics and computing 27, 1413–1432

(2017).

86. Goolsbee, A. & Syverson, C. Fear, lockdown, and diversion: Comparing drivers

of pandemic economic decline 2020. Journal of Public Economics 193, 104311.

issn: 0047-2727. https : / / www . sciencedirect . com / science / article / pii /

S0047272720301754 (2021).

87. Coibion, O., Gorodnichenko, Y. & Weber, M. The Cost of the Covid-19 Crisis: Lock-

downs, Macroeconomic Expectations, and Consumer Spending Working Paper 27141

(National Bureau of Economic Research, 2020). http://www.nber.org/papers/

w27141.

88. Crucini, M. J. & O’Flaherty, O. Stay-at-Home Orders in a Fiscal Union Working

Paper 28182 (National Bureau of Economic Research, 2020). http://www.nber.

org/papers/w28182.

89. Verschuur, J., Koks, E. E. & Hall, J. W. Global economic impacts of COVID-19

lockdown measures stand out in high-frequency shipping data. PloS one 16, e0248818

(2021).
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A Sensitivity analysis of optimal control strategies

Figures 9–14 display the results of our sensitivity analysis across regression models (i)–(iii)

and cost function specifications. Overall, our qualitative findings about the structure of

optimal policies are robust across scenarios, with the main quantitative distinction being

the optimal strength of workplace closure. We also find that the relative ranking by cost

of the policies considered can vary across cost function specifications.

We vary the value of a statistical COVID death (VSCD), the cost of learning loss,

and the cost of workplace closures across plausible ranges, which are given in Table 2. As

noted above in Section 2.4.2, we do not vary the cost of social distancing measures as we are

primarily interested in assessing the robustness of the optimal strategy and the relative costs

of various policies rather than variation in the total cost incurred by each policy. We also

omit sensitivity analysis for the costs of testing, tracing, and masking as they are highly

cost-effective interventions under any reasonable variation in their costs. Indeed, these

measures are all at least somewhat effective in reducing transmission and extremely cheap

compared to infections, school and workplace closures, and social distancing mandates.
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Figure 9: Sensitivity analysis for the optimal control results under regression model (i).
Boxplots of the average value of the optimal NPI policy over the year in each state.

Figures 9–11 exhibit boxplots of the average value of each NPI in the optimal strategy

across states for models (i)–(iii), respectively. We see that, barring a few outliers in some

scenarios, school closures are never implemented in the optimal policy. This is the case

even when we assume both a high VSCD equal to the VSL ($10.63 million USD2020)—

which does not adjust the VSCD for the age profile of COVID mortality—and a low cost of

learning loss (9% of GDP per 0.33 years)—which assumes that distance learning is 90% as

effective as in-person schooling—which are shown in the upper left panels. Across scenarios,

workplace closures are implemented fairly consistently, but their optimal duration decreases

as the cost of workplace closure increases or the VSCD decreases. In particular, in Figure

11 (model (iii)), we see that the median optimal strength of workplace closure across states
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Figure 10: Sensitivity analysis for the optimal control results under regression model (ii).
Boxplots of the average value of the optimal NPI policy over the year in each state.

is 0 when we use a low VSCD and high cost of workplace closure. These conclusions

are comparable to the results of Barrot et al. [27], who find that the cost-effectiveness of

business closures (i.e., whether they produce a net benefit or loss) is sensitive to modeling

assumptions and particularly the assumed value of a life-year.

Figures 12–14 show boxplots of the costs of various policies across states. Notably, when

the cost of learning loss is high (right column), the total cost of the observed policy (i.e.,

the one that was actually implemented) minus school closures (denoted Obs. - school) is

substantially lower than the observed (Obs.) and full lockdown (Full) policies. If we further

assume that the VSCD is low (bottom right panels), Full exceeds the cost of Obs., which

exceeds the cost of the fully open policy (Open). If both VSCD and the cost of learning
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Figure 11: Sensitivity analysis for the optimal control results under regression model (iii).
Boxplots of the average value of the optimal NPI policy over the year in each state.

loss are low (bottom left panels), Obs. - school becomes cheaper than Obs. and on par

with Full. These patterns are consistent across models (i)–(iii).

B Incremental cost-effectiveness ratios (ICERs) in in-

fectious disease

The incremental cost-effectiveness ratio (ICER) is a quantity widely used in the economic

evaluation of health interventions. The ICER is defined as the monetary cost of an inter-

vention divided by the benefit it produces (as measured by some target outcome) relative

to a baseline, with a larger ICER often (mis)interpreted to mean that an intervention is
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Figure 12: Sensitivity analysis for the costs of various policies under regression model (i).
Boxplots of the log-scale total cost in USD2020 per capita incurred by the optimal control
(OC), full lockdown (Full), observed (Obs.), observed minus school closures (Obs. - school),
and fully open (Open) policies across states.

less cost-effective [170]. In public health and infectious disease, outcomes of interest include

the number of quality-adjusted life years (QALYs), disability-adjusted life-years (DALYs),

infections, hospitalizations, or deaths averted by the intervention. Despite their ubiquity in

the health economics literature, ICERs can be difficult to interpret and are often defined,

calculated, and reported inconsistently, which severely limits their practical value in cost-

effectiveness analysis [170, 171]. As a result, ICER estimates for the same strategy can vary

by orders of magnitude across studies and rankings of interventions based on their reported

ICERs can yield counter-intuitive results, as evidenced by a recent systematic review of

economic evaluations of COVID-19 interventions [172]. For example, Podolsky et al. [172]
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Figure 13: Sensitivity analysis for the costs of various policies under regression model (ii).
Boxplots of the log-scale total cost in USD2020 per capita incurred by the optimal control
(OC), full lockdown (Full), observed (Obs.), observed minus school closures (Obs. - school),
and fully open (Open) policies across states.

find that the median ICER of school closure across studies in their review is exceeded by

that of vaccination, testing, facial covering, and stay-at-home policies.16 Furthermore, the

median ICER of mask mandates exceeds that of school closure by an order of magnitude,

and the median ICER of stay-at-home orders exceeds that of school closure by nearly 3

orders of magnitude. To address these issues, some have argued instead for the use of a pol-

icy’s net benefit in decision-making [170, 173, 174]. We take a similar approach in Section

3.3, reporting the expected total cost of various strategies, which facilitates straightforward

16This may be due to the fact that many cost-effectiveness analyses considering school closure fail to
account for costs associated to student learning loss, as we discuss in Section 1.
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Figure 14: Sensitivity analysis for the costs of various policies under regression model (iii).
Boxplots of the log-scale total cost in USD2020 per capita incurred by the optimal control
(OC), full lockdown (Full), observed (Obs.), observed minus school closures (Obs. - school),
and fully open (Open) policies across states.

comparison of their cost-effectiveness. Nevertheless, our methodology can shed light on the

appropriate use of ICERs in the economic evaluation of interventions targeting infectious

disease transmission.

We argue that ICERs in the context of infectious disease interventions should be: data-

driven and account for uncertainty; not based solely on (poorly calibrated, overly simplistic,

or deterministic) simulation models; reported based on well-defined interventions17; and cal-

culated using the intervention’s (causal) effect on the effective reproduction number Re(t),

17Relevant details include the duration and strictness of implementation and the strength of adherence
to the intervention.
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Figure 15: Posterior median and 50% credible intervals for the cumulative standardized
ICER of various policies in the four most populous states.

the relevant quantity governing infectious disease transmission, which is interpreted as the

expected number of secondary cases resulting from an infection and can be estimated from

clinical data in real time. Related to this last point, we note that, for a given intervention,

the ICER is a time- and context-specific quantity.18 Therefore, in calculating and reporting

the ICER, our results should account for or be as invariant as possible to contextual factors.

18This is an important concern when working with ICERs. Outcomes, such as infections averted by an
intervention, depend also on the implementation of other interventions (their timing, strength, duration)
as well as other factors affecting disease transmission (e.g., the duration of the pandemic, the baseline R0

value, other epidemiological parameters, voluntary social distancing and protective measures, exogenous
shocks, new variants, etc.).
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Figure 16: Posterior median and 50% credible intervals for the weekly standardized ICER
of various policies in the four most populous states.

We echo Prager et al. [21], who highlight the “‘...importance of including a broader set of

causal factors to achieve more accurate estimates of the total economic impacts of not just

pandemic influenza but biothreats in general.”

If we consider a blanket intervention that affects the population at large (e.g., social dis-

tancing measures), the intervention’s reduction in Re(t) multiplied by the estimated size of

the infectious population gives the number of infections averted by the intervention on day

t, which forms the denominator of the ICER. On the other hand, if we consider a targeted
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intervention (e.g., case isolation), the number of infections averted can be estimated as the

reduction in Re(t) multiplied by the number of treated subjects. Finally, the numerator of

the ICER is the cost of implementing the intervention on day t.

To demonstrate, Figures 15 and 16 exhibit cumulative and weekly standardized ICERs

of various strategies relative to the open policy (Open)—in which no NPIs are used—over

time in the four most populous US states. We calculate these standardized ICERs as

follows. For an NPI policy u implemented on a specific day t, let

Re(u, t) := R0(u, t)S(t)

denote the effective reproduction number on day t under policy u, where (in an abuse of

notation), R0(u, t) is the basic reproduction number defined by our NPI regression model

(2.3) and S(t) is the susceptible fraction of the population. The number of infections

averted by the policy u on day t relative to the open strategy is then

νa(t) := NI(t)(Re(0, t)−Re(u, t)),

where N is the population size, I(t) is the infectious fraction of the population, and Re(0, t)

denotes the effective reproduction number under no interventions. In a given period of days

[T1, T2], the ICER of a policy u = {u(t) : t ∈ [T1, T2]} is then

ICERu(T1, T2) =
cNPI(u) ·N∑T2

t=T1
νa(t)

,

where cNPI(u) is the per capita cost of the strategy, as defined in Section 2.4. Finally, to

define the standardized ICER plotted in Figures 15 and 16, we convert infections to their

monetary value using the cost of an infection cν—defined in Section 2.4.1—and take the

reciprocal, such that the standardized ICER reports the ratio of the value of infections

prevented to the cost of the intervention, which is a dimensionless quantity:

SICERu(T1, T2) :=

∑T2

t=T1
cννa(t)

cNPI(u) ·N
. (B.1)

Based on (B.1), in terms of net costs, a policy u relative to no intervention in time period
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[T1, T2]: breaks even if SICER = 1; produces a net benefit if SICER > 1; and produces a

net loss if SICER < 1.

We now return to Figure 15, which displays the cumulative standardized ICER over

time, {SICERu(1, t)}Tt=1 for various policies u. We see that, relative to Open, the different

containment strategies are comparable in terms of cumulative cost-effectiveness early in the

pandemic, with Obs. and Full becoming less cost-effective (but still producing a net benefit

by the end of 2020), mainly due to the cost of school closures exceeding 16 weeks. The

optimal control strategy OC is generally the most cost-effective by the end of the year, while

Obs. - school is a close second. Note that, while OC and Obs. - school are nearly equally

cost-effective by the end of 2020 in Florida, this does not imply that Obs. - school is also

an optimal policy—this can only be determined by looking at the net benefit of each policy.

Figure 16 displays the standardized ICER of each policy in each week (conditional on that

policy also being implemented in all weeks prior) relative to Open. Results are similar:

OC and Obs. - school are similarly cost-effective and consistently more cost-effective than

Obs. and Full; all containment strategies satisfy SICER > 1 for most of the year, implying

that they produce net benefits relative to no intervention.

The optimal control strategy is determined by minimizing aggregate costs accrued over

the year. We can solve this problem ex post—after we have observed the pandemic play

out—but, in principle, we cannot derive an optimal policy ex ante, since we cannot see

the future. Indeed, while SIR models have demonstrated remarkable utility in helping us

understand infectious disease [175], modeling studies carried out early in the pandemic

(e.g., Ferguson et al. [4]) generally failed to predict the complex and stochastic dynamics of

SARS-CoV-2 (e.g., multiple waves, super-spreader events) depicted in Figure 4. As we note

in Section 3.2.1, even when we incorporate the effects of interventions into the model, we

fail to explain a substantial portion of the temporal variation in transmission rates. At its

face, this may seem like a disheartening realization. However, the trends in Figures 15 and

16 have important and encouraging implications for decision-making during pandemics.

Specifically, they show that the OC policy—a relatively simple combination of testing,
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tracing, masking, social distancing, and reactive workplace closure—was consistently highly

cost-effective on a weekly basis throughout the first year of the pandemic. This implies

that, had we reasonable ballpark estimates of the costs and effects of interventions to work

with early on, we could have determined a nearly-optimal strategy by choosing, at each

point in time, the policy that greedily minimized the cost incurred in the next time step.

In our context, we could not predict long-run transmission rates and therefore we did not

need to; the myopic strategy would have produced a nearly-globally-optimal solution. A

similar phenomenon has been documented in the control theory community [176]: the

performance of control algorithms can be highly sensitive to modeling errors. Hence, if a

model is misspecified, or if we can only poorly understand the behavior and evolution of a

control system, simple algorithms tend to be more robust.

We turn now to the cost-effectiveness of school closure in particular. In Section 3.3, we

estimate that, relative to Obs. - school, the observed policy saved 77,168 (12,268–235,954)

lives with the cost of school closures amounting to $2 trillion, yielding an ICER of $25.9

(8.4–156.4) million per death prevented. By comparison, in a systematic review Juneau

et al. [35] find that school closures during the 2009 H1N1 influenza pandemic cost $9.86

million per death prevented, which implies that the cost of preventing a death due to H1N1

is on par with the VSL—taken to be $10.63 million, in line with Robinson et al. [112], in our

study. In contrast, in our sensitivity analysis in Section A, we find that optimal policies for

COVID involve no school closure beyond the usual 16 weeks of break per year even when

the VSCD is assumed equal to the VSL and the cost of learning loss remains at the low

value used in our baseline scenario.

Qualitatively, our results are consistent with the findings of Juneau et al. [35] in other

ways. Specifically, they find that: testing, tracing, and masking are among the most cost-

effective measures; workplace and school closures are effective but costly, and hence the

least cost-effective interventions; combinations of NPIs are more cost-effective than single

interventions; and NPIs are more cost-effective when implemented early. While Juneau

et al. [35] conclude that school closure is among the least cost-effective interventions based
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on the ICER, the value of this finding is limited for a number of reasons.

Firstly, as Paulden [170] notes, it is difficult to decide based on the ICER alone if

an intervention is cost-effective in a given setting, i.e., if it would be implemented in an

optimal policy in conjunction with other interventions and other external factors. Indeed,

as noted above, the cost-effectiveness of an NPI varies over time and across contexts,

particularly as prevalence varies. (This is one factor explaining why earlier is better with

regard to the timing of NPIs: as population immunity grows, NPI implementation yields

diminishing returns.) As such, calculating and ranking the ICERs of various interventions

is not sufficient to determine which strategies are cost-effective [170]. However, as we

demonstrate in Section 3.3, we can establish that school closure is not cost-effective by

deriving the optimal policy, which frames the analysis in terms of the expected total cost—

or, equivalently, the net benefit—of a policy. Our methodology goes beyond quantifying

the cost-effectiveness ratios of different policies by determining which NPIs should have

been used and when.

Secondly, the results of Juneau et al. [35] are based on analysis of school closures during

the 2009 H1N1 pandemic. The biology and epidemiology of the H1N1 flu differed from

SARS-CoV-2 in important ways. In particular, it was evident early in the COVID-19

pandemic that SARS-CoV-2 was more virulent and more transmissible than H1N1, which

left open the possibility that school closure would be cost-effective in combating SARS-CoV-

2 transmission in 2020 despite its apparent lack of cost-effectiveness in 2009, as noted by

Xue et al. [30] and Pasquini-Descomps et al. [177]. Similarly, studying the cost-effectiveness

of interventions in response to outbreaks of influenza, gastroenteritis, and chickenpox in

France, Adda [25] finds that school closures are not cost-effective, but they “...would become

beneficial for epidemics characterized by a slightly more deadly strain.” Indeed, Xue et al.

[30], Perlroth et al. [32], Dauelsberg et al. [42], Milne et al. [43], and Kelso et al. [44] find

that extended school closures are cost-effective for severe pandemics. We note that Perlroth

et al. [32], Dauelsberg et al. [42], Milne et al. [43], and Kelso et al. [44] do not account for

costs associated to student learning loss and Xue et al. [30] do not consider interventions
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other than school closure as available tools in their model. As we show in Section 3.3, in

the context of COVID-19, school closures are not cost-effective.
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